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questions so far as the courts of the United Kingdom are concerned.
"It is doubtless true that the power of the Imperial Parliament to pass
on its own initiative any legislation that it thought fit extending to
Canada remains unimpaired; indeed the Imperial Parliament could,
as a matter of strict law, repeal section 4 of the Statute. But that is
theory and has no relation to realities." * The Statute^of West-
minster did not purport to abrogate the supremacy of the Imperial
JEarliament.^ Indeed it expressly preserved the right of the Imperial
Parliament to amend the British North America Acts (which contain
the Canadian constitution) and to pass legislation affecting the States
of Australia.2 It is, however, open to doubt whether the courts of
either Canada or Australia would recognise as part of Canadian or
Australian law legislation passed in contravention of section 4. The
courts of S<BifiLAfrica would not recognise such legislation as part
of the law ISFiEeTJnion. Indeed South Africa no longer recognises
the supremacy of the United Kingdom Parliament and has enacted
that no Act of the United Kingdom Parliament passed after Decem-
ber ll^lgSl,,shall extend, or be deemed to extend, to the Union as
part of the law of the Union unless extended thereto by an Act of
the Parliament of the Union.3 In Ndlwana v. Hofmeyr N.O., [1937]
A.D. 229, the Supreme Court of South Africa described the Union
Parliament as the supreme and sovereign law-making body of the
Union and characterised as absurd the suggestion that section 4 of
the Statute of Westminster could be repealed. "Freedom once con-
ferred cannot be revoked." 4
The supremacy of Parliament is not limited so far as British courts Territorial
are concerned by the rules of international law. The courts have Jurisdiction,
nothing to do with the question whether the legislature has or has
not done what foreign States consider a usurpation. Neither are
they concerned whether an Act of Parliament is ultra vires on the
ground that it contravenes generally accepted principles of inter-
national law.5 No statute will, however, be held to apply to aliens
with respect to transactions outside British jurisdiction unless the
words are perfectly clear.6 In practice Parliament only enacts legis-
lation which can be enforced and, in accord with international law,
attempts to exercise authority only within its own territories,7 or over
1 British Coal Corporation v. The King, [1935] A.C. 500, at p. 520.
8 P. 468, post.
,    * Status of the Union Act, 1934, s. 2,   See p, 460, post.
If   * [1937] A.D, 229, at p, 237. This case was overruled by the same Court
y in Harris v. Minister of the Interior, [1952] (2) S.A. 428; K. & L. 506, but the
* latter case expressly upheld the sovereignty of the Parliament of the Union.
"   5 Monensen v. Peters (1906), 8 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 93.
« Call v*.Papayanni (1863), 1 Moo, P.C. (KS,) 471, at p. 474. For an example
of prohibiting an activity abroad by whomsoever committed (election broadcasts),
see Representation of the People Act, 1949, s. 80.
7 Including British ships wherever they may be.
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